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) . ABOUT THE INSTITUTE ) :

The National Institute of Education (NIE) directs a nationwide
program of research and development in the field of education.
Its mission is to promote equity and improve the quality of educa- .
- tional practice. . ,
. To achieve its mission, the Institute operates in three program
areas: Teaching and Leaming, Educational Policy and Organiza-

fion, and Dissemination and Improvement of Practice.; /

N ]

The Program on Teaching and Leaming supports Tesearch on

- reading, writing, 14nguage learning, learming outside of school

settings, reasoning, mathematics, effective teaching, educational
needs of cultural and linguistic minorities,-and testing.

The Program on Educatibnal Policy and Organization examines
issues dealing with finance, law, government, organization, and
management in' education in order to help people at the Federal,
- state, and local levels make better informed decisions.

The Program on Dissemination and Improvement of Practice

explores ways imr which teachers, administrators, and policymakers

~ can best obtain and apply the results'of educational research -and
‘development.

- The Institute supports research through: Requests for. Pro
. posals (RFP’), which .deal with specific topics; grants competi-
- tions, which cover, broad problem areas; and the NIE unsolicited

Xy,
N

S proposals program, which seeks to encourage pasticipation in edu- -
< . cational research and development by qualified p&sons and groups
. not usually involved in research. - .
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FOREWORD

This publication is the result of a National Institute of Education

- grant to the American Federation of Teachers. . : .
A "Guide to Connecticut School Finance" is one of a series of handbooks .
. / X

prepared for use at workshops designed to assist teachers, administrators,

legislators and other interested parties in understanding and dealing with
o HY NS

A

A

the intffé7iies_of schJal finance equalization_pians in their statés. In

the past,'t se issués have been debated in relative isolatibn by_a_handful

of experts.

States were selected for analysis either because thej are cugrently
undergoing significant changes inithgir education finance systems or becausg
current wit2§p state disparities suggest that the development of new finan{é
\ .legisiation is a'topic'of growing concer?.) Workshops'haye been conducFeé in

California, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Michigan, Missoufi,AOhio, New York,

. o
‘Pennsylvania,! Rhode Island and Texas. ' ’

‘ .. ’
It is oqur hope that through the disseminaton of these handbooks, to a

—wider audience, people representing diverse points of view will be able to

effecfively take part in the erates and décisions affecting the financiqg‘

of our nation's schools.

- A Lauren: Weisberg
: .Project Officer -

- ) Educational Finance
’ Program
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v
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L CHAPTER®T’ ’
INTRODUCTION . :
. . ¢
. ) . . * ~ . . Y
- ) \ . - . $. il .
o School finance is thé most basic educational issue, for without proper

=

financing our system of public education camot survive. Under the American
£éderal system, the,repponsihility of providing for €lementalry and secondary
education is reserved for the states. Traditionally, most states have Jelegated
_the largest part of this respon31bility to local/%Pvernment units, leaving them
also with the largest share of financ1al resportsibility for public schools. .
?mce the nineteenth century, local praoperty taxes h‘é/:re served as the ma_]or“ ]

oufce of revenue fdr public. zﬁucation. Unequa{ abilities to support public

o

services and different ideas what constitutes appropriate local tax\effort

and spending leve have created widegdisparities in educational expenditures
per pup11 among local school districts in almost all states It is the existence
of these wide disparities in educational expenditures which has been the prime
factor behind the recernt school finance reform movement.

Thé school finance reform movemeng marked 1ts beginning with the land-

mark .case of Serrano vs. Priest in California in the early 1970' s. The

California Supreme Court ruled. that the state's: public school financing system
Y'with its Substantial dependence on local property taxes and resultant wide
dlSpﬂ{ltles in school revenue"1 was in v1olation of the equal protection clause
_ of both the California state constitution and the Fourtheenth Amendment, of the
U.s. Constitution. Central to the Court's d?c1s1on was its @1nd1ng that equal
educational opportunity was' being denied the young people of California be-
. cause under—thewtate's _school finance plan the *lt}’ of a child's education,
as ev1denced by per p 1l'expend1tures, was diﬁgctly dependent upon the wealth
" of .the child's paré ts and neighbors. Furthermore, the statels distribution of
aid to districts on a uniform per pupil basis, regardless of’ district wealth,
only exacerbated -the ex1st1ng disparities in school district educational !
~——offer1ngs. The court also found that taxpayers in poor districts could not
‘.. "freely choose to tax (themselves)intdin excellence" which their tax rolls
couldgnot prov1de.2 In its ruling, the court ‘raised two fujamental 1ssues.

educational expenditure equity* and tax burden equity Howe

r, the overriding
. .

I 7,~a*\i;,"‘ T~ :

e@y;:« 1Serrano vs. Priest, 96 Col. Rptr. 601, 487 p 24 1241 (1971) ’
“ ,

: Q 2Serrano vs.. Priest, T Lt

0
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concerg of the court lay with achieving greater equity among school districts'
in spending for education. B
. - v
Shortlly after the original Serrano case (1971), a federal District Court
. ° (.\
in Texas found the Texas' system of!school f1nance.to be unconst1tut10na1 under

the Fourteenth Amendment. On appeal, the Rodriguez vs. San Antonio case was

heard by the U.S. Supreme Court In 1973, the Supreme Court reversed the lower
court?’s decision, f1nd1ng that 1) educatlon was not a fundamental intérest

.. afforded protectlon under the Federal Constitution (Fourt enth Amendment) and
discrimination had

. 2) there was no suspect cla ation of poor against who

been practiced. The court maintaiged that" the Fexas s¢hool finance, plan was

. structured so as to preserve local autonomy over education and not to promote

wealth discrimination Paramount td the Court's decision was a fear that a
national mandate to reform state school f1nance laws would cause too great‘a ..
shift in the traditional d1str1bution of powers among state and federal
governments in the field of educat10n.3‘ ' ] ‘

The impact of the Rodriguez decision was to effectively close the federQI
courts to any¥consideration of school finance reform At the time of the
decision, many reformers felt that the welght of such an opinion frbm the U.S.
Supreme Cqurt- wOuld negatlvely influence state courts. Fortunately, the
Serrano cZZe rema1ned unaffected by the U.S. Supreme Court s dec1s1on since
. it. also was based on an 1nterpretat10n of the state constltutlon s equal

protection clause. Despite the Rodriguez dec181on litigation based on state
constitutional grounds did cont1nue in varlous states. )
Withid a matter of weeks after the Rodrlguez decision, the New Jersey

Supreme Court ruled in Robinson vs. Cahill that New Jersey's plan for public

_school financing violated that state's conetitution bec¢ause the plan failed
to provide for & "thorough and efficient system of free .public schools." The
court stated that the obligation to provide for a 'thorough and efficient l
‘system’ of education was clearly the state's, and that regardless of the reason,
i "if the logal government cannot carry the burden, the state must itself meet
its continuing obligation."4 ‘It is intergsting to nmote im this case that the
. . < ‘ - ' N

3
.

# .
John Jennings, "School Finance Reform: The Challengé Facing Connecticut,'”
Journal¢ of Education Finance, Vol. 4, No. 4, p. 397. : K

) - ' ! 4
4Robinson-vs. Cahill, 62NJ 473, 303 A. 2d 273 (1973). - 1
Q - ) .
EMC - . ) ’ ‘ 9
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New Jersey Supreme Court clearly accepted educational expenditure levels-ags

a measure of the 'quality of eduqationatAdpportunity being provided in school

.
‘e

districts. \ / .
The Horton vs. Meskill case followed in 1977. The Connecticut #chool

f?nence plan was ruled unconst1tut10na1 by the Connectlcut Supreme Court on
grounds thaTTlt/v1olated both an education rlghts clause and the equal pro-
tection clause of‘\Be‘state constitution. The court maintained that since it
was the state's constitutional responsibility to prov1de a substantially
equal educational opportunity" for its youth, a system of school finance
whigch re11ed primarily on local funding and yet provided no 31gn1f1cant state
equallzlng aid was unconstitutional. The court fugther found that since public
education was a fundamenta} right under the state constitution's equal protection
provision, any infringement of that right must be strictly scrutinized.- Unlike
the U.S. Supreme Court's findin Rodriguez, the Connecticut Supreme Court
held that’local control of education was not a compelllng state interest"
justifying different treatment for education among districts.

In Cincinnati vs. Walter, an Ohio §3preme Court ruled (1979) that Ohio's

school finance plan was constitutional, overturning the decision of- two lower
courts which ruled in 1977 and in 1978.that ONjo's equal yield formula was
unconstltgtlonai. The lower courts held that Ohio's school finance plan,
which distributed state aid accotdlng to local tax effort, violated the state's
b"thorough and efficient" education clause since local effort, ‘or the inclination
of taxpayers_to support property tax initiatives, was not necessarily a reflectlon
of voter preference for education but rather an indicator of the soc1oeconom1c
class or wealth of the dlstr1ct Furthermbre, the differences in dlstrlct
expenditures per pupil and resultant variations in educat10na1 quality attrlbuted
to the school finance”plan,: violated the state constitution's equal protetction

clause. . . r o * -

., In its £iqdings, the Ohio Supreme Court said the state's plan was cons i- -
tutional because local control of gducation "provides a ratfonal basis for E\\\\\
supporting the disparity in per pupil expenditures." Additionally, the present
f1nanc1ng system meets the cordition for a "thorough and effilient” educatlon .
because "no part or any number' of the school districts in the state are

iy
starved for,funds‘or lack of teachers, building or.equipment. "The fact that

~ a better financing system could be devised which would be more efficient or

?

. o™

R - 10 ‘
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more thorough is not material,” the court said. The case is now being appealed-
by the plaihtiffs to the U.S. Supreme Court. )
In the 1978 New York case, Levittown vs. Nyquist, the New York School

finance plan was declared unconstitutional.. In its findings, the court adopted
the coneepts of mun1c1pa1 overburden" and "éducational overburden." In
recognlzlng the role of municipal overburden*\the court required that the
greater burden placed on city taxes to provide revenues for w1despread socl
services must be taken into account in apportioning state funds for publlé/aL7"
education. Similarly, the court recognized that certain school districts,
particularly large urban»distiicts, are overly burdened with high educational’
need children such as handicapped, disadvantaged, and limited English speaking‘
children. This fact coupled with the higher cost of purchasing educational
services in the cities leads to the limited ability of some districts to meet
the demand for educational services. \ "

N

Since Serrano vs. Priest, mJ;e than thirty school finance cases hayve been

filed in state and federal courts.’ Some of the most sigpificant cases have
been presented here as a brief overview of the judicial history of the reform
movement. While the turmoil of school finance reform may not reach directly
into the classroom the impact of the movement will have an effect on the .
funds available for the education of each and every chiid. For this reason

it is imperative that teachers, other school professionals, and those concerned

_ S
about public education become knowledgeable about school finance issues and

actively engage in policy debates. ' ) )
+ + The purpose of this manual is to provide an overview of the way public
elementary and secondary schools are financed in' Connecticut, pLace school
finance in the context of government finances, and explore some of thé school
}inance policy issues and options. Chapter II of this manual looks at.state

and local government fiscal structures in Connecticut with emphasis on fiscal
performance and -effort. ThlS chapter\vs offered-as background information for
the larger discussion of school finance strategles for w without an understandlng

of local,and state f1nanc1a1 capac1t1es, meaningful and well 1ntegrated reform

‘measures cunnot be concelved : Chapter III explains the current Connecticut

& . B . -

. +
- ’

5Jay Moskowitz and Joel Shermany !'School Finance L1t1gat10n The Use of

-

Data Analysis," Journal of Edhcatlon Firance, 1979‘ Vol. 4, No. 4, P- 322.
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state school financing plan with emphdsis on how state did o school districts is
/ distributed. Lastly, Chapter v provides an in.troductio o the issues éﬁrroundin—g
" school fin;nce reform by examining statewide disparities in school district
educational expenditure‘zs, wealth, and tax rates. Some commentary is offered on .the

efferts.Qf ‘these difparities and their relationship to state §inancing formulgg.,
« - g
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: CHAPTER II )
CONNECTICUT STATE AND LOCAL FISCAL STRUCTURE . Co

[y -t

Connecticut is a highly urbanized, deﬁsely populdted state in the New England -

. area with an estimated.oopulation of approximately 3.2 milTion. Numerous geographic

and sociological studies have shown Connecticut to be oriented in two separate 'y

directiong: part oriented toward New York C1ty and part toward Boston. Fan \

sentiment durtng a critical baseball series between the New York Yankees and \

_the Bgéton Red Sox will clearlf demonstrate this. Th1s ‘has made Connect1cut a

state whgch'has had some difficulty .achieving poli 'qal cohe31veness There are

4

!
still remnants’ of past political battles between Ygpn e Republicans and ethnic \

Democrats. @ - . ‘

In spite of the existence of a number of predominately rural areas from the
Litchfield Hills to°some areas near the Long Island Sound, Conn&cticut is a’
highly urbanized state w§§h 88 percent of its population residing in métropolitan‘
areas. The urban nature of the state is clearly evident when one cons1ders that
37 percent of the populat1on 11ves in the two 1argest metropolitan areas and 65,

percent in the five largest. The-ten largest metropolitan areas, w1th_the1r

populations,'are: ' . ) N : .
© Hartford _ . 735,000 Stamford . 205,000 - N
. %Yiéw Haven-West Haven' 415,000  New Britain - . 150,000
! Brldgeport i ' 395,000 ﬁanbéry ’iao;ooo' . :
+  New London-Norwich: 255,000, : Norwalk- *130,000 - .
. Waterbury’ . 230,000  Bristol . 75,000 '

These métropolitan areas. seem to be concentrated largely in the centjral and °

, -
- ~

southwestern parts of the state.

" In 1972, theqF vere 428 local governmental units in Connecticut. Thq&e'

E2Y .

included: . ' P o, .
o ‘ 34 mun1c1pa11t1es ' ' o
149 townships . o ¥
. . . ".231 special districts ' , . ¢
f§5::l/‘ 14 independent school d1str1cts -

In all, there were 16? public school systems, with most be1ng part of the town- .

«

" ship governments

e

» . ’ . . - AR
\)‘ . | \ A . 13 ‘ Y .
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In'fiscal year 1977, state and local governments in Connecticut made direct
’ * general expendltures of almost $3. § billion (Tables 2 and 4) Approximately 54
percent of -this was spent by local governments. . : £
The source’cf state revenues is shown in Table 1 for fiscal year 1977. The
largest 1ndxv1dual revenue producers for the state were, the general sales tax
(25.1 percent,of state geperal revenue), federal_ald (23.3 percent), and selective
*. sales t;xes (20.2 percent). While Connecticut does not have a general indiwidual
income tax, the $59.3 million in revenud listed for the individual income tci ic
derived from the state tax on capital gains and dividends for individuals.' The.
corporatioh net income tax provided another 8.7 peicent of state revenues, while
current charges (e.g. state college and university tuition, highway and Bridge
tolls, airport fees) brougﬁt in 7.7 pc@cent. As a result of the heavy dependence

L4
on sales taxation, the Connecticut state tax structure is quite regressive.

> -
N '

TABLE 1 ST .. -

I
STATE OF .CONNECTICUT
GENERAL REVENUE, BY SOURCE
FISCAL YEAR 1977 q{ .
(million of dollars) x '

) ~
_ = "
. 7 howm e
Total General Revenue : 2327.0 "\ 100.. 0%
Federal Aid . : 541.3 23.3
Payments from Local Governments 2.9 0.1
» -Genéral Sales Taxes . . 583.5 ©25.1 )
© ° Selective Sales Taxes 469.5 20.2 ‘
Licengg Taxes . o 94:1. w 4.0
. Individual Income Taxes ' ' 59.3 r .2.3? -
N Corporation Incomc Taxes 28T?7‘-z 8.7
‘Death and Gift Taxes . 4.0 . 2.1 -
Current Charges . ' 1 179.8 7.7
Miscellaneous General Revenues - 146.9 6.3

.

. ’ % .
Source: AFT Department of Research calculations from U.S. Bureau of the Census,
State Government Finances in 1977 (Series GF77 No. 3).

ST T
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& " e o TABLE 2

STATE OF CONNQFTICUT
» GENERAL EXPENDITURES, BY OBJECT

. FISCAL YEAR 1977
(millions of dolla

°

rs)

S~

- Source:

.

ERC L

YT e, e
Total General Expenditure ’ I 2139.4 100.0%
Payments to Local Governments 1 532.4 C 2409
Direct Expenditures ‘ ) 1607.0 75.1
Higher Education . % 209.2 8
Other Education ) 52.9 4.3 |
Highways -~ ) .155.2 7.3
Public Welfare ‘ 4002 18.7 )
Health and Hospitals . 186.5 .« 8.7
Police Protection - '25.1 1.2 ¢
General Government ) +72.9 : 3.4
Interesfwon General Debt ‘ 160.9 \\_37.5
) All Other Expenditures 304. 1 14.2

AFT Department of Research.calculations from U.S. Bureau of the Census,
State Government Finances in 1977 (Series GF77, No. 3), and Governmental
. q‘_ F1nances>1n 1976-77 (Series GF77, No. 5). - ’

- - ~ -

. ’, . ’
} .
. . .
L4

Table 2 shows how the state of Connecticut spent those revenues in fiscal
year 1977.
governments, “which totalled $532.4 million, or 24.9 percent of total state

The largest single expendlture category was state payments to local

generatl expendltures. of the rémaining state general expendltures, the ‘largest
categories were public welfare (18.7 percent), higher education (9 8 percent?),
health and hospitals (8. 7 percent), interést on the general state debt- (7.5
percent), and highways (7.3 petcent). ’ : ' N

" In flscal year 1977, all local governments in Conneetieut raised just over
. $2 billion in general revende As shown in Table 3, the largest source of local
revenue was the local property tgég,WhICh prov;ded 62.5 percent of the total.

In addition, state aid accounted for 19.4 percent, federal aid for 8.2 percent,

15
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and charges and miscellaneous revenues for 9.2 percefit. This heavy Hependeﬁce

on the local propeéty tax places a heavy burden on bonﬁecticut piroperty owners o
when inflationary pressures are pushing ﬁp local government expenditures.

It should be noted that the discrepancy between Tables 2 and 3 in the state_~
A::aia to local governments results from federalinpass thyough" aid being counteiijn‘
the state expenditures tables as state aid. In Table 3, these funds are assigned
to their point of origin so that federal monies passed fﬁ%gugﬁ the state treasury
are_liéted.as federal aid. ’ \ o

Table 4 shows the local government expénditurgs, by category, for fiscal
year 1977. Local schools represented‘one-half (50.4 percent)’of all lodh}'
expenditures. Next in importance were sanitation and sewerage (7.0 /percent),
police protection (5.8 percent), highways (4.5 percent), fire protection (4.2
percent), interest on general debt (3.7 peréent), anq general governmental functibns

(3.2 percent). ‘

- ‘ '
_TABLE 3 *
CONNECTICUT LOCAL GOVERNMENTS , / s
, GENERAL REVENUE, BY SOURCE Lo T
' . FISCAL YEAR 1977 ¢ . .
(millitons of dollars)’
. ERCENTAGE
. - MMOUNT * DISTRIBUTTON.- )
Total. “geral‘Revenue : 2050.0. © 100.0%
‘ from Federal Government _ .168.8 8.2 .
from State Government , 398.3 19.4 :
’ Total Taxes : ’ 1293.8 63.1 )
Property Taxes 1282.1 62.5
. . > — ’
Other Taxes 11.7 0.6 )
Charges and Miscellaneous Revenues . *189.2 9.2,

(2

Source: AFI'Depaftment of Research calculations from U.S. Bupéau of the Census,
Governmental Finances in 1976~77 (Series GF77, No. 5).
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-# .. TABLE 4

‘CONNECTICUT LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
GENERAﬁ EXPENDITURES, BY OBJECT
FISCI;&L YEAR 1977 .
(millions of dollars)

¥

s

PERCENTAGE
DISTRIBUTION ,.

o
9

Total General Expenditures' ' o l‘ 100.

Local Schools. : T . .
Highways N T 89.
Public Welfare .' 37.3
Health and Hospitals ‘ e 35.

w
e

NN O N O Y wn

Bolice Protection |, 7 ' " 115.
Fire Protection . 83.
' Sanitation and Sewerage | 137,
Local Parks and kecreation . ' ‘ 40.

General Government ' | 62.

I Y R e - I . I N B o

.
Interest on General Debt , 73.5
All Other Expenditures . 304.1

-
wv

Source: AFT Department of Research calculations from U S. Bureau of the Census,

Governmental F1nances in 1976 =77 (Ser1es GF77, No. 5).
5 ' 4

- .
T To make f;nanclal data more.meaningful it is sometimes helpful to develop
different k1nds§of comparisons. Since some states are wealthier than others#
1t is va11d to compare fiscal effort with «fiscal capacity. Table 5 shows
selected f1sca1 data relasid to state personal 1ncome for the United States,
Connesticut, and three surround1é§\states T~

\ze;érel revenue raised per $1000 in personal income in Connecticut is B
17 percent below the U.S. ﬁverage and considerably below ﬁua‘hree nelghborlng
states of Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and New York.- A similar situation exists
for revenue from own sources (e11m1nat1ng federal revenues), and total state and
loca1 takes However, Connecticut's property tax burden per $1000 of personal
1ncomc is 22 percent .above thé national average and exceeds the burden in

Rhode Island . New York and Massachusetts have a greater property tax effort

b} .
3 - °
[

ﬁ_1z,
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when compared to capacity. .

Likewise, if one looks at direct general expenditures fér'state aﬁ@Alocél ‘\
governments, Connecticut spends 22 percent less; than the~n3ti6nal:ayerage when
capacity ig equalized and spends less than the surrounding states. Of partfcular
interESt:is‘thg fact that Connecticut only spends $43 per $1000 of pgrsonél in-
come on local schools, while the U.S. average is $52; ﬁégsachusettsiéyéﬁds $55, .
Rhode Island $48, and New York $57. The conclusion is clear: Connecticut is
making a very poor gﬁig;e/zg supporting public elementary and secondary e@ucatign.
Note also that Connecticut's effort is also very low in suﬁborf‘for other public

‘educatlon which is largely public higher education.

- o

Another way of looking at state and local tax effort is the representatlve
tax system approach. Under this approach, a national average tax rate for each’
tag\is computed and then applied to the tax base of a given state. The subsequgnt
potential yield is then compared to the actual yield resulting in an index of
effort. An egfort index below 100 shows underuse of a tax and an effort index in

. . 4
excess of 100 indicates overuse.

L. ( A
q -
TABLE 5
RELATION OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT
* FINANCIAL ITEMS TO STATE PERSONAL INCOME .
CANNECTICUT AND SURROUNPING STATES
. FISCAL YEAR 1977 .
v . \ U.S. AVG.  CONN.  MASS. - RI  'NY
General Revenue Per 5 o )
$1000 of Personal Income oo T ) .
Total _$173  © $227 $215 $269
from Own Sources . yf} ; 142, 177 157 217
from Taxes . 120! 151 126 177
from Broperty Taxes 56 74 52 . 63

Direct General Expenditures Per
$1000 of Persoral Income

. Total $156 $208 $205 '§253

43 55 48 57

-

13 - 13 24 19

for Other Education .

Source AFT Department of Research calculations from U.él Bureau of the Censug,
Governmental Financej/ﬁn 1976-77 \(Series GF77, No. 5). -
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Table 6 shows the index of tax effort under a representative tax system
approach for Connecticut for 1975, iy
Connecticut underuses slightly its total state and local tax capacity, as
" an effort index of 95 indicates. The general sales tax is overused siightly.
The lack of a general 1nd1v1dua1 income tax places a heavy burden on state
selective sales tdxes (effort index = 140) and local property taxes (effort
index = 118). Farm property in particular is heavily taxed® Licéhses in general
are underused, but effort very high for motor vehicle operator licenses and
alcoholic beverage licensea. Y BN
Estimates by the AFT Research Department indicate that if Connecticut leyied
a general individual income tax at a national average rate, an additional
$525-550 million in revenue would be raised for the sbate in 1979. This revenue,
for instance, could allow Connecticutslocal goverﬁments to lower property tax
rates to the national average rates, at a total 1979 cost of approximately $225
m11110n, and still leave over $300 m11110n in additional revenue. If this
add1t10na1 money were allocated for local schools, it could increase total funds
soent on public elementary and secondary education by roughly 25 percent. Given
the fiscal capacity of the state, as- ev1denced by its high personal 1ncome per
capita, ‘this would stlf{-;ot impose an undue burdgp on Connecticut taxpayers

It would provide property tax relief and make Connecticut's state and local tax

structure more progressive(

\
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7 = TABLE 6 )
. o CONNECTICUT .STATE AND LOCAL TAX EFFORT
T ] : . UNDER A REPRESENTAT{XESTAX SYSTEM APPROACH
' . - e .
TAX .\ - " JINDEX OF TAX EFFORT
All State and Local Taxes : . ,95 '
. General Sales Tax ‘ . 106
T Seleqtlve Sales Taxes 140
‘ Motor Fuels ) 130
5 Alcdﬁblic Beverages 69 .
Tobacco }roducts . 169 \\\\
Insurance \ ‘ 141
Public Utilities' , - ~ 171
v Amusement . o 1,356

Licenses

- - - .. .

Motor Vehlcle

13

Motor Veh1c1e Operator
¥
‘“ « Corporations

kY

" Alcohdlic Beverages

Hunt;ng‘and Fishing {
Individual Inceme Tax K )
Corporation Net Income Tax ’ N 102
“Property Tax - ) . 118
Residential - 1.‘ 116
Commerical and IndustrieI\\\\‘ o120
) Farm | ) 134
C -~ .
Public Utilities . 127
Death and Gift Taxes 126 .
ﬁ-}ﬁseverance Tax = _ T . o .

Source: D. Kent Halstead, Tax Wealth in Fifty S ates
_  (Washington: National Institute of Education, 1978)
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Public Education in Connecticut B
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There &are’ 169 school districts or towns in Connecticut operat1ng 1,101

5

pub11c schools. The districts range fron1ﬁarge urban d13tr1ct9\<§:rfford

Brldgeport New Haven Stamford, and Waterbury which are responsible for - “ -
. * educatifg 500 or fewer students. W1th the exception of Stamford,- each of these oo
large urban dlstrlcts rank among the poorest dlstrlcts in the state. - j'v
) Like many states«across the country, Connect1cut has been experiencing ° ,
increasing declining enrollments in public schools. Table 7 shows enrollment_
trends for the period 1965-1977. - Since 1972, the schools have seen an average
decline of 1.5 percent per year.'__ o ‘ - e :
) "~ Current expendltures for public elementary and seconﬂary educatiop in: :
j.; Connect1cut have increased since 1970, Comparkng expenditures between 1970 and

* 1977 in constant 1976-77 dollars, total spending has increased<lO 7 percent. 1 o

In 1976-77, total state and local educational revenues as a percent of personal s
_income was 4.20%, compared to 5.00%:for the nwklonal average.‘ Per .c¥pifa

income in Connect1cut for 1976 was $7, 356, well aboVe the»natlonal per cap1ta .
income of $6 399 o o S

- - - » ) -
Y v
. Nt ) - . :

-

] Backgrouna\on Connecticut School Finance

N ' Hlstorlcally, Amerlcan public educat on has been considered a local .

;A. 5espon31b111ty with’ the 1ocal property tax seéyxng as -the cornerstohe of -~
ﬁ nancial support for ducation.  In Connect1cut, the local burden of support

%%%%<educatlon has been signlflcantly gneater than the average local burden
across the country In 1975- =76, Connecticut local governments f1nanced 63.0
percent of the total expendltures for pub11c elementary and sfcondary schools,

.

L] v" =
- T - ~ .
. \ h ., . * .
N .

. \ ‘L * . o . [ 3
I 1'I‘he Condlxlon of Education,. 1979 ed1t1on National Center for Educatlon B
Statisticsj DHEW; p. 162, T ;
. . . “ ’ :
The Condition’ of Education, 1979 edition, p. 150. . ° - o S .
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Lo _j//‘ ‘ ., “ TABLE 7o S
A . __— '3 : Py
et PUBLIC SCHOOL ENRDLLMENT s X Lt WD

-

IN CONNECTICUT

- B o e -

> . N
A «.. TOTAL CONNECTICUT - . PERCENT CHANGE
YEAR ) ENROLEMENT - ' OVER PRECEDING® YEAR
1965 | 583,569 . T w35 .
\ . 1966 . ' 604,106 . SEEURERRVEE & 1% LS
\‘\ 1967 . 7622,824 ¢ £33, " )
s 1968 ' . L 643,380 * T%3, 3.
, . 1969 653,120 . . #1.5°
\.,. - 1970 670,437 ‘ a e ¥2¢1 *
LT 1971 675,095 v, 4007 )
R 1972 673,668 ' , . =0.2 oL
, : 1973 . %67,529 - & 0.9, o
. ' \\\\\;g;g; 660,771 ‘~1.0 - -
ey \ 19 . 652,377 =13 ‘ ’
) : 1976 © ., 635,035 . o.re=1.3 A
Q“n - 1977 '616‘§§9 : -2.9
N g "t ‘ - . »
““E 1965 197{ figures are estimated. ’ xﬁ; . ;
* ~'Source AFT Research Department. calculatlons from’data from the °
. ~, Connecticut Stdte Department of Bducation, D1v1s1dn of
R o '*g, épmlnlstratlve Servides, Bureau of Research- Plannlng and
L T e "~ Evaluation. 5 R . ~§
-~ ' '«I - ‘.. N ’
o -',,vl x‘ ¢ ‘ - | ~
", %

‘while state ‘expenditures adq grants contributed toward 32.% percént of the -

total. Federal funds oomprlsed the rema1n1ng ‘4.5 percent. é§Natlona11y,

during 1975-76, local ssupport for education averaged 47.4 percgnt almost’.

Q

16 percent less than Connectlcut s local share. 'Th natfbnal averages'for

state and federal support were 47.4 percent and 8.8 ercent respectlvely .

!

b T

. (Table 8). N N .

In 1978, Connectlcut spent almost $1.3 billion for publlc educ %ﬁ'for.'

575 000 ‘students. Local property taxes continued to account: for, abo t 63

oA © -

percent of total revenues ‘with state support still averaglng 32 percent of the

total. 3 Across the country, average percentages for local, staté and federall

3

N
o .
+

3Equ1ty and Excellence in Educatlon Connect1cut State~Board of

g

Educatlon, 1979; p. 3. . . L

.
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% TABLE 8 .
N REVENUE RECEIPTS FROM
- FEDERAL, STATE, AND.LOCAL SOURCES ,
FOR PUBLIC ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS -
¥
1975-76
S | FEDERAL ° STATE ¢ 'LOCAL
" AREA TOTAL - — —
% . . PERCENT PERCENT . | PERCEN]
«.} AMOUNT* OF TOTAL AMOUNT OP’TOTAL ‘ AMOUNT OF TOTA
).S. Average $70,802,804| $6,210,343 8.8 $31,06.5,354. 43.9 $33,521,107 | ~ 47.4°
;onnect:.cut 1 1122257 s0,824) 4.5 364,050 | 32.4 |7 707,383 | 63.0
}Sgl — : ' ~§ ' N
outce. 197.7-78 Digest of Education Stata.st:.cs, National Center for, .
; B Education Stat1st1cs, Dept. Health Education and Welfare,
?1 " .
é( '« -
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. * revenues for educdation remaZﬁed about the same aLA1975-1976

»~

This heavy rellante on local frevenues for education has resulted in wide
‘varlat1ons in education expenditures -among Connectlcut 1oca1 school dlstrlcts.

. Districts with high property wealth are better able to spend large amounts on
education at lowgr than average property tax tates, while towns with low property
wealth' déuelly spend less on education despite higher than average tax rates.

As an example: consider the resources of "tWo Connecticut communities,
Chap}in and Greenwich. Chaplin has about 400 children enrolled in its public
schools. The per capita income of the town at $4,056 is below average for all
Congecticut towns. Ane its tax base at $5,254 adjusted equalized property
value per capita is limited with no major corporate headquarters: industries or ’
utiljties to strengthen the property base for taxation. To support the cost of
education, Chaplin levies a very ﬂigh tax rate of 41.mills':mich only yields '
$839 per pupil for net current expenditures.5 '

In contrast, Greenwich, one of Connecticut's wealthiest towns, has a per

’ capita income of $9, ?ég,and a per capifa equalized property base of $49,235.
.Greenw1ch levies a tax rate of only 6.6 mllls and raises $1,920 per pupil for
net current expendltures.6 . . ’ -

“One of the maJor problems confronting Connectlcut schooltf;nancing has
been that the major part ef the state's support for public educatjon has been
distributed without regard to local wealth. Pridr to 1975, state general aid
for local education was distributed by means of a flat grant. Regardless of
property wealth, each school district recéived a grant of $250 per .pupil in
average daily hembershib (ADM). State ‘categorical aid was distributed similarly,
either as a_flat'dollar amount.per eligible pupil (transportation) or ; flat
-percentage of costs (special education, school construction). The result.,
wealthy towns received the same, or sometimes more, state aid per pupil than
poor towns.. . )

- In late. 1974 the bonnecticut Superior Court ruled the state's system of
financing.public schools uynconstitutjonal as it violated both the education

provision and the equal protection clause of the state constitution. On -
KA : ': i
| %" s

4The Condition of Educatlon‘ 1979 ed1t10n, National Center for Education
~*  1979; p. 3.

5Equ1ty and Excellence in Educat1on, Connecticut State Board of Education;

1979. -

b.6Equity and Excellence in Education.

~
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appeal.,, the Horton vs Meskill case was heard by/the—Gonnectlcut Supreme Court,

whic¢h finally upheld the Superior Couft s dec181oﬂ in Apr11 1977

The' thrust of the Court's findings focused on the 1nequa11t1es in educa-
tional opportunltles for students stemming from the heavy reliance on local
property taxes. The Court maintained that ‘since.it was the state's Const1tut10na1

responsibility to "provide a substantlally egual educational opportunity for its

youth," it was not approprlate for the state to utilize a system of f1nanc1ng
public schools which delegated primary financing responsibilities’ to the logal
districts and yet provided no significant state equalizing support. Current

. state aid, in the form of a flat grant, did not compensate for var1at10ns in
IBEBI ability to raise revenues.

The Court further found that education was 'a "fundamental ¥ight" under
the State Constitution's equal protection clauSe, and any 1nfr1ngement of that
rlght must be strlctly scrutinized. The Court held that local control of
educatlon ,was not a "compelling state <interest" Justlfylng d1fferent treatment
for educatlon among districts, The [Court said the state could develop a .

f1nanc1ng system which affected both local control of educ?tlon and equallzatlon

of local\ggii;:y to raise revenue. - .
In 19757 while litigation was still pending, the state legislature implemented

the Guaranteed Tax Base Formula (GIB) as an equalizing state aid progrém in
addition ‘to the flat grant. Under that system, all towns were ranked according
to, wealth defined as the product of their equallzed property wealth per capita
and the ratio of the town's median family income to that of the state. A11
town's ranked below the 85th.percentile in wealth were entitled to state .aid.”™
During the first two yeare of the program, a statewide spending cap limited the.
éTB aid to a small percentage of the $250 flat grant. The result was that most

eligible towns received 1es;/fﬁhn $25 in GTB aid. In the last two years of the

. -, . 2t
program, state appropriatiogs for GTB aid were increased but never to the leji}t o

of full funding. Thus, the program never really achieved equalization. 1In
1978-79, full funding of the GTB program alone would have cost over $400 million.
Total state aid for that year was $390 m11110n, $150 millionnin flat grants,’

$40 million’in GIB aid, and $100 million in categorical aid.

~

7 -, . . .
Education Commission of the States Newslettey.
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In responserto Q§;1977 Connectlcut Supreme Court ru11ng in Horton 'vs.
oa

72 (
N esk111, ‘the Stdte Board of Educatlon created the School Finance Adv1sory

. A .
Panel to study inancing a1ternat1ves. Based on the Panel's stud1es the

“State Board of Education issued a report in January’}979, recommending a new

school finance system using the basic guaranteed tax base- gpproach. The new
s hd . ¥e

' state aid system, slgned 1nto law Apr11 26, 1979, incorporates most of the
o®
recommenditions. of the Board of Educatlon Due to the high cost'of’ implementing
the new statg aid formula,, provisions have been made to phase the plan in over

. .a 5-year period leading to full funding of state aid entitlements in 1984. .

~ , . b
‘\/‘ ol ~ S T -/ , : ) ‘

.’. . . .‘o . \ . . o .
R THE GUARANTEED:>TAX BASE FORMULA

v . .

> ; ‘ \\

__,Eunds for Connectlcut puhllc elementary and secondary schools come from
three sources local revenues,‘state a1d and federal aid. State a1d to
.pmbllc schools is d1str1buted“as general a1d'and other categorical -program a1d

coverlng sgeclal education, transportatlon, educatlonally d1sadvantaged adult

.

education, andpvqcatlonal educatlon .. # .t
- , - X, . .
Generdl State Aid . - Tl . 2 J

% . _—

'

General state aid- for school d1str1cts is: computed using the Connect1cut
Guaranteed Tax Base Formula (GTB) wh1ch is de31gned to equalize the "abilities
of school d1str1cts or towns (as they are referred to) to ra1se educatlonal
revenues A basic guaranteed tax base plan assures each district in a state

that 1t can act as if it had a tax base or level of property wealth equal to &* _?\\

\
that of some level or standard sét by the state. . o x ‘ - N
4\
Under this type of plan, the gocal district 1s free to choose the tax ’ Zi/
rate it wishes to levy upon its property wealth for the purpose of raising .o

educational revenues. This tax rate is then applied to the state guaranteed

tax base and to the actual tax base of the district. State aid is the difference
between vhat Feould be nalsed with the guaranteed tax bage and what 1s actually
‘raised by the district from its local property. wealth. The bas1c formula for

"a guaranteed tax base approach 1s>h,g S ] ’

.
s Ce ) - .
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. - éuaranteed - Local Local - Local
State Aid <Tax Base Tax Rat> Cl‘ax Base Tax R,atD

Applying this formuld, if all districts belah the guaranté;L tax base leyy

identical school tax rates, with state aid they will all generate equal revenues

to spend on education. The plan guarantees equal yield for equal effér} with

state aid and total educational spending being directly dependent upon local
effort. As you can see the formula dogs not necessarily ensure the same level

of edacational equndit‘§:: among districts. If District A chooses a lower

_school tax rate than DisYrict B, District A will have less to spend on education

than District B. ’ :§'

The Connecticut Guaranteed Tax Base Formula incorﬁorates,qome modiﬁications
over the basic formula (above). The use of a tax base or property wealth in the
formula, as an indicator of ability to pay, has beer broadened to represent a
more sensxtlve measure ,of 'wealth" which includes personal income in addition

to property wealth. This new "wealth" measure mote accurately reflects a tax~

payer's ability to pay for educational servxces. The level of wealth guaranteed

" under the formula has been set by-the state as that level correspondlng to the

ninth wealthiest town in the state. This means any town whose,wealth is equal

to or less than that of the ninth wealthiest town can receive state aid. The

Connecticut formula also introduces an educational "need" factor to compensate

for @iffefing expenditure levels which might be required by districts having’
large populations of diséﬁvantaged bt&dents. Combining these factors, a grant
under the Connecticut GTB formula is calculated by}taking the difference between
the wealth of the guarantee town (the. éth wealthiest town) and the local wealth
of a t0wn, and multiplying this difference by ‘the local taxing €ffort times the

local student need factor.

"X Town's Need

i, ’ 1 N '
GTB Aid "= Wealth - Wealth Town's Tax,
G Rate —

X
uarantee Town Town -~

4

%

Wealth

The GTB formula defines wealth as a combination of taxable property value

e

and personal incomé. In the formula, wealth is termed Adjusted Equalized Net
.

Grand List Per Capita. ; .
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. Net grand list is a school district's or town'§ taxable property wealth.
The value used in the GIB formula is that net grand llst taxed by the town for
local revenues in the fiscal year preceding the grapt year. Since state aid is

distributed largely based on property wealth, it is necessary to be able to

towns' net grand lists.' To make comparlsons, all towns . property values
ualized annually by the State Department of Revenue Serv1ceg;, This process
lves adjusting’each town's net grand list of real property at fair market

v lue by the town's Sales/Assessment Ratio, a qemparlson of actual selling

p‘ices of real property within a community to assessed values 5} property.

Each town's personal property is also equalized at fair market value by a similar
process. The sum of the equalized real and personal property is the Equalized -
Net: Grand List.

The Adjusted Equalized Net Grand List (AENGL) ‘of a town is its eaﬂ:1ized
property value,adjusted by a ;ersonal ihcomef%actor. The AENGL is defined as
the town's equalized net grand\list multiplied by the ratit of_the town's per
capita income to the highest per capita income of any Connecticut t:own.8 The
most current U.S. Census data is used for per capita income figures.

) I

¢.7¢ Adjusted . 9 .
* Equalized = Equalized - X Per Capita Income Town
* Net Grand List Net Grand List Highest Per Capita Income of a Town

Finally, the Adjuated Equalized Net Grand List Per Capita (AENGLC) of a town

is its Adjusted Equalized Net Grand List divided by the town's total population

using the most curtent federal or state census data. This is the measu;e of

wealth used in the Connecticut GTB formula. Any town whose AENGLC is less than

or equal to the AENGLC of the ninth wdalthiest town (as raniggwin descending

order of AENGLC) can receive state general aid. b
Dividing_a town's affective wealth, AENGL, by the towm!s population rather

than the town;s ADM, which is frequently used, creates an interesting definition

of wealth for school finance purposes. Considering a town's total population in 7,

"the formula*accounts for a potentially significant segment of the éopulation .

which because:of age or economic status may not really be contributing to the

“overall wealth of the town but actually taxing the town's resources for social

8"Thé town at the one humMredth percentile among allbfzzzfvép>fg:/atate ranked
from lowest to highest in per capita income"; Publi ~128, alaw concgrning
education in Connecticut. 22&; . -

» 2

.
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peony “

services. Again, Connecticut has chosen variables in its formula which lead to
. N »

more sensitive measures of district or town wealth.

{

‘A sample calculation of .AENGLC for a town in Connecticut follows:

~

- \C
Town = "t"
«.Equalized Net Grand List ¢ = $30,000,000
Population , = 1:500 P
. N
Per Capita Income £ " $6,000
Highest Per Capita Income of a Town = $12,000%
) Equalized Net Grand List Per Capita Income
AENGLC, = : £ . : :
. t Populatlont Highest Per Capita Income of a Town
$30,000,000 -, _$6,000 _ 0
1,500 $12,000 . ’
= $20,000 X .5. .
AENGLC ~ = $10,000 _ . , ’
s ‘5.
- B EXERCISES ON AENGLC

For the following Connecticut téwns,_compute the AdjustediEqualized Net _
Grand List Per Capita (AENGLC). Figures shown are actual datd published by the
Connecticut State Board of Education for 1979-80. Use $11,404 for the(Bighest

town's per capita income. & ‘

*
~
3,

Town, o » Canterbury Goshen Roxbury
ENGL 56,603,052 67,665,912 70,1715448 =5 o
Per Capita Income . 4,323" 5,260 8,010 _w"’?: ’
Population 3,174 1,637 ;1,368 - Do
" '

, B ,‘.j“;:“x' * . ' N 7 . . . .

*Sample figure only. Actual 1974 Highest Per Capita Income for a Connecticut .
town (U.S. Census data) is $11,404 for Darien., »
. ; . % N
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Local Effort . . ' . ‘

Local effort is the tax rate a town 1evie? on its propefty value to raise-‘
educatiofdal revenues. Local school!boardé in Connecticut do” not have/taxing
authorities. Consequently, there are no 1dent1f1ab1e school tax rates. There-
fore, for the "GTB formula, the effective’school tax rate has been d&fined as the
town's net current local educational expendltures (for the fiscal year two - -
years ;prior to the current grant year) divided by the town's AENGLC. Ne't
«current local edﬁcationa} expenditures are curzent local expenditures, including
transportation costs, minus state and federal aid.

The result of dividing a town's net‘Curreét local educational expenditures

-by its AENGLC is an effective tax rate expressed in mills, A mi}l is a tax rate

- of $1 for every $1000 of assessed property valuation. A 20 mill tax rate on
$10,000 of property value yields $200: o ),
s20 x 2000 o 60 x 10 or .00 x $10,000 = $200 -

$ 1,000 : ’ . .
» N ° [y}

Educational Need

. -
Student or educatiohal need is factored into the GIB formula to provide
additional revenue to school dlstrlcts with hléh concentrations of dlsadvantaged
students, recognlzlng the 1ncreased costs assoclated with prov1d1ng specially
targeted educational serv1ces. Student need 1s defined as the total student
populatlon which equals the total number of students 1n average daily member-

___ship (ADM) for the preceding school_year. pluee“_the‘numher_ofechlldren*_ages________—

5 to 18, from families receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). °
ADM reflects the average daily enrollment, as g?pd§ed to average attendance. .
This method of counting students particularly benefits districts with high
absenteeism, like rural districts, which are forced to“provide textbooks, desks’
‘and other eostly supplies for all students whe are enrolled in schooliregardless

of their attendance. - .

o

The Connecticut GTB Formula ) "

" -

State aid under the GTB formula is found by comblnlng the ‘above three
-factors: wealth, effort, and need. The amount” of GTB equalization aid a
. “ town receiveswis equal to the ﬁroduct of: 1) the dlfference between the N
- adJusted equalized net grand list per capita (AENGLC) of the ninth wealthiest
town and the AENGLC for the local town and 2)'the school tax rate, times-3)

‘3

- 30. . .
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student need (ADM + % AFDC)‘ The formula for state aid is:

WEALTH

Local - !
GTB Grant AENGLC -~ - AENGLC X Tax Rate ‘X (ADM + X%\AFDC
9th town town S

‘ ) -

By.looking at the formula, you can see that a town's state aid varies

: EFFORT / *  NEED

g

depending upon the local wealth of the town compared to that of the ninth

wealthiest town, the town's local school tax effort and the town' s%ﬁéudent need

"If two towns have equal School tax rates and equal student need, they may not

'neqessarlly receive the same amount of GIB aid. The town with the lower wealth

(AENGLC) will be entitled to receive a larger grant. Similarly, if two towns
have eqﬁal wealth and equai student need, thé town with the greater local school
tax effort will be entitled to receive more aid. And finally, if two towns have
equal wealth and equal effort, the town with the greater student need, 3 a

result of either more students or more AFDC children, will be entitled to more

.state a1d

Consider the following example of how to calculate a town's GTB grant,

v

? where: .

C ar s "t = Town, ‘ .

?ﬁfww : G = Gua;anfee Town or the 9th wealthiest town

AENGLC, = $30,000

; Our townt has the following characteristics:

§ . AENGLC,_ =4$10,000

; Tax‘Ratet = 20 mills

T ’ ) ‘ &
o 150 students (ADM) of whom 50 are disadvantaged

A
3
¥

i

H *

- — L= -

The sample calculation of GIB aid follows:
‘1) Student need = 150 + % (50).
. = 175 ' .
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2)* Gggtzéd-= (AENGLC,; - AENGLCt)f_X' Tax Rate, X Student ﬁeedt' i
. = (30,000 - 10,000) X- (.020) X (175) ’
Total Grant to Town = $70,000 ) - *m\':
GTB Grant _ $70,000 '
Per Pupil ; 150 pupils . :
= $467/pupil. . -

‘The GTB formula is a dynamic ox flqjé formulAwhich means that the factors
in the formula are defined guch that’ they can changh yearly as district or town
variables change.: The stafe guaranteed leyel of wealth can fluctuate deﬁending
uport which town is the ninth wealthiest town in any year which ultimately depends
upon changes in local property values, personal .income and town population.

Similarly a town's state aid can vary significantly depending Jpon these variables

and others like local tax effort and studerit need. ° o

* .

. ) EXERCISES ON GTB GRANT
B -

"

Calculate the total GTB grant per pupil for t:oimt i Example A coqsidering the

y .

following changes:
1) an increase in the AﬁNGLt to $15,00Q°

v

TR
) -

. 3

M gy
. G

Y—a—50% incredase in the school tax Tate

)
¥

3) a 3% decline in total regular enrollments "

1
A

- . - . -

~8 LI




Save Harmless

An’ additional consideration in computing a town} genera1‘24ate aid is a
sdve-harmless provision which stlpulates that no town shall recelve a gra
less than $250 per pupil. This prov151on benefits “the wealt 'er districts wh
were guaranteed a $250 per pupil grant under the old state aid ula, but
now qualzfy for little or no gtate aid. unaer the new GTB ,formula. '

" Also, towns with regional K-12Z schools recelve an additional '$25 pe phgﬁl
in general state ald for each pupil in ADM at the regional school during the
preceding school year. The save-harmless provigsion (aboveY guarantees these
districts at leést $275 per pupil in state aid through 1984, A limit has been
placed on the amount of additional general state aid such a district can receive.
No town can recelve additional aid in excess of the bewn's minimum per pupil
expendlture requirement, ] °

/

o " EXERCISES ON GTB FORMULA

* Compute the total GTB grant and grant per pupil for each of the following towns

. g
in Connecticut. The guarantee town is Easton with an AENGLC = $31,334.

. Town ‘ Norwalk Hartford " Darien Salem“
AENGLC - $14,241 $5,672 $48,985 $10,921
;_________éff_Rate_Lmilla) 17.56 47.67 .8.65  _ 27.64 .
ADM - 14,293 27,481 4,739 . 515 ,
FD 2,472 20,031 21 W N2
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Full funding fér the new Guaranteed Tax Base Feffmila repr sents a ‘tremendous
increase in state aid to educatlon. Accordingly, the program is\ to be phased in
over a S-year period. The law has establlshed a schedule for d termining the

Bgtneen fiscal '

year 1980 (FY 80 corresponds,closely with academic year 1979-8() and fiscal year

{ percentage of full fundlng of state aid districts are to recélv

1984 with full funding slated for FY 84, The-method for computling actual state
aid for this period appears in: Appendix A. ‘

Minimum Expenditure Requirement-

- To ‘be eligible‘to receive general state aid a town or school diétrict

must 1) maintain its schools according to state law; 2) have an adjusted equalized
net grand list per capita‘less than or equal to that of the ninth wealthiest

town; and 3) meet the minimum per pupil, éxpepditure r%qulred by law. The m1n1mum
expenditure requlrement (MER) was created to ensure a leveling up of expendltures
per pupil.in tow‘F at the low end of the spending scale. It also ensures that ,
some of the new GTB aid will go toward lncreased services to students.lnsyead

of tax relief. The MER is based on the state*median per pup11 expenditure for

the fiscal year two years prior to the grant year. This allows the state to

tidns. The formula for calculating MER is: - Lt

. . State "Median
- State Median + % Per Pupil Expenditure* X AFDC .
Per Pup11 Expendlture* . Total ADM Lt
*for FY 2 years\prior to grant year ‘ . ®

» °
.

n., -
If a town does not currently, meet its minimum required per pupil expenditure,

1t can refer to a state established schedule for meeting its expendlture goal by

FY 1984. No town shall be required to meet its per pupil expenditure if its
AENGLC and tax rate are both less than or equal to that of the 85th wealthlest
town, provided the town's net current expenditures are no less than its expend1-

tures for the preceding fiscal year. 4 S

At .,

.$ :3"'. = .
State Categorical Aid g . - . -

In addition to the state equalization aid (GTB grant), Connecticut.provides

categorical aid to encourage school districts to provide programs for specific
f 2 i : . o
Q -

develop each town's MER for the preceding school year in time for-budget prepaxa-l'

8y "
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v

types of children, to provide speciffc services, and to meet specific managér
ment requirements. By contributing to the costs of fhese E?bgrams, the state
helps school dlStrlCtS prowlde serv1ces they might not ptherw1se be able to
prov1de Among the maJor categorical a1d prd%;ams for public educatlon are:
special educatlon, grant‘ for educationally dlsadvantaged students, vocational
educatlon, adult educatlon,ﬁblllngual education, sch081 lunch, hea1th—we1fare

<@ -

.
services and school construction.

.
- o

Under the new state aid program, 51gned into law this past sprlng, the

method of calculatlng state did to towns for spec1a1‘educat10n and transportatlon -~

has been equalized to reflect local ab111ty to pay for these sezzices %

. The sktate's share of these costs will be based on a scale“g_ town wealth

according to the new GTB plan's wealth rankings. Grants to towns will be pgid

on a sliding scale of between BOA and 70%Z of net total expendltures "for speciat -
educatlon, and between 20% and 60% of net total expenditures for transportatlpn.
Beginning in 1980-81, state aid will be based on Gurrent year expenditures

° »
rather than the previous year's expenditures.” Also, a gave harmless provision

will maintain the minimum level of state aid at 1}978-79 levelsl -

o

s

S A i ext Provided by ERIC
T

b g
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CHAPTER IV .
_STUDYING CONNECTICUT'S SCHOOL FINANCE PLAN

" o
The school finance reform movement of the past decadeﬂhas‘reSufted“largely .
frgg court challenges to ex1st1ng school ﬁlnanCe plans on the grounds that they
olated equal protection prov1slons w;thln state constitutions. Qonnectmcut s
own- school finance plan has resulted from such court action. The courts have
", held that the quality $£f education a student réceives should not be dependent

upon the wealth of ‘the district in which the pupil resides. Central to the

discussions of the school finance reform movement are two basic concepts

- s I3

‘fiscal equity and educat10na1 equity. : ., “
While there is some ambiguity among school finance experts as to the precise’
meaning of these two terms, fiscal equity generally refers to the ability of
school districts to raise educ tional revenues wh11e educational éaulty refers
té the dlstrlbutlon of educationdl resources or the ava11ab111ty of educatlonal

°

opportun1t1es across d1str1cts. .. .
The concept of fiscal equkty recognlzes that due to Gary%ng degrees of-) '
local wealth, school districts have varying ab111t1es to raise educational
revenues. Typ1ca11y, slnce most local revenues for education are ralsed through
a local prope ty tax, d1str1ct wealth is defined as equallzed property value per:
*pupll Recall that® the Conné€ticut school finance formula defénes weaTth as
a' factor of equallzed property value and personal income. ThlS adds a dimension
~ to wealth whlch some economists c1a1m is a more accurate m&asure of aBility to Q
pay for¢services s1nce all taxes, regardless of the property tax base, are pa1d

out of 1ncome. , By. equalizing the abilities of school dlstr1cts to raise educa-~

tional revenues ghnough comparable effort frscal equity or fiscal neutrality.
is ach1eved " : -
s . .,
Fxscal equ1ty does not necessar11y result 1n any lessenlhg of the d1fférepces 4

® o

1n 1eve1s ofoeducational services prov1ded as measured by expend1tures per
- pup11 Fiscal equ1ty on1y requires that differences in, edutatlonal Servicés ot

be a @unctlon “of wealth However, differences - in educat10na1 expenditure 1evels

1
e

may result from the desire of some districts to offer a h1gher levél of.educa—

tlonal serv1ces through'hlgher property tax rates. *

mﬁg@ducatlonal equity refers to the leve] or quality of educatipnal services

36
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rovided students across school”® d1str1cts.

~

’

It is commonly measured 1n terms

of expend;tures per pupil,

While expend1tures do not accurately measure educa- ,

tiénal service

a hi§Eer expenditure per pupil does suggest the ability, on the

part of scho 1 d'str1cts, to hire additional or more exper&egsedlteachers, to |

offer e 1nnovatnwe instructional mater1a1s or educatlonal programs, to expand

Under this concept, d1fferen9es in per pupil expenditures are

facilfities, etc.
alldwed as long as they are based'on some rational measure of differing student

’

need.

. The manner in which equalization is deffned and measured, and the criteria

used for determining if "equalization"

is achieved are important considerations

in evaluating-the impact of a state school finance glan.

A plan may do well
toward alleviating one type of disparity wfthout affecting other types of
' Fy .
‘*d(sparities.  For example, a plan may equalize per pupil expenditures among

' -gchool districts, but in the process ficrease the disparity among districts in

N

“the sghool tax rates they levy.

Most often ; school finance plan addresses both

.+ the needs, for equity in the ra1s1ng of resources and in the distribution

»

Emc

WA e provided by R

GTB‘blen requires that all districtslspend a minimum amount per pupil, as

of
- ’M—/

in the

o
°

resources

The Connecticut GTB formula is'designed primarily to achieve equity

raising of educational revenues; however, it also addresses educational equity.

.

The GTB formula guarantees all school districts .a tax bagse or ‘wealth level equal

to that of the ninth wealthiest town in the state., In effect Connecticut is

guaranteeing all,districts levying.the same school tax rate equal educational

revenues, despite differences in actual wealth® Thus, the amount of revenue

available for educational spending within a district is directly dependent upon.

-

local effort or the wiNlingness of a district to tax itself.

o
rl

Toward achieving equity in the distribution of educational revenues, the

" preseribed by the state.

educational ‘services across all districts.

" recognifi,

“treatment for different needs.

This ensures at least a comparable level of basic
Additionally, -the GTB formula

v

as part of its definition of equity, the principle of different |, -

By incorporating an educatiopal need or student

need factor into the GTB formula, the state can direct more aid to those districts

;ith disadvantaged students, This is especially benef1c1a1 to large urban

-

d1str1cts with sizeable populations of AFDC children. These districts, whose

resources are already sorely stretched by public serv1ces, must also.bear the

. ‘ . .
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.increased costs associated withﬁproviding specially targeted services to .
2 disadvantaged students f .
T Thls chapter looks at the d1fferences among Connecticut school districts in
the dlstrlbutlon of educational resources as measured by per pupil expenditures
and in their abilities to raise educational revenues, cons1der1ng d1str1ct wealth -
and school tax rates. The purpose of thils chapter is not to judge the equity

of the Comnecticut plan but to show ways in which the different approaches to

equity can be analyzed: '2;“ . . )
. " %

Distribution of Educational Resources

Under the topic of distributitn of educational resources, we will consider
per pupil expenditures among districts\and the GTB student need factor which
serves to provide more a1d to districts with d1sadvantaged students. The data
on educational expenditures is taken from 1977-78, prior toﬁthswadoptlon of the
new GIB formiila. A guarantged tax base plan was in effect during this period,
but as it was not being fully funded the equalizing effect could net be really
achieved. As such wide differences’ 1n spending among districts may be attributed
to a dlsequa1a21ng state aid plan. In the years ahead), educatlonal spending &
patterns among districts Should be analyzed under the néew GTB plan to determ1ne
" _yhow succegsful the new formula is. v

Toétnvestlgatthhe possible disparities in district: educatlonal expend1tures
we have developed -a small, work1ng sample of 20 Connecticut school districts.
_Table 9 shows the per pupil expend1tures (net current expenditures) of these .
d1str1cts arranged in order from the dlstrlct with the highest per pupil
expenditure to the district with the lowest per pupil expenditure The data is
for net current expehdltures which include all current operating expendltures
except transportatlon, capital outlay, and debt service. - ¢ o

A quick examlhitlon of the data shows the wide differences in per pupil

expenditures among 1str1cts for 1977-78. However, in order to analyze the

i degree of disparity, it is useful to employ certa1n stat1st1ca1 techn1ques
which help to summarize the data. Figgthe purpose of our discussion, we will
'use ‘some of the basic'techniques Keep in mind there are more gophlstlcated
stat18t1ca1 technlques which can be used to yield more comprehens1ve analyses.
.The* simplest Summary technique is the range, the difference between the-.
highest and lowest value. The range indicates the extremes or how widely

. ' E ’ ': :352 ;( . {"‘
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TABLE 9

. NET CURRENT EXPENDITURES

N

. PER PUPIL 1977-78
SAMPLE OF 20 COqNECTICUT DISTRICTS .
Q 4 .
) ‘ oL WET CURRENT
2 . TOTAL NET CURRENT . EXPENDITURES
, DISTRICT EXPENDITURES! ADM PER PUPIL
) New Canaan & $ 9,506,008 4,162 ' $ 2,284
Hartford . 57,710,100 . 27,481 2,100
Wikton 8,449,548 4,146 2,038
f’j‘ Wethersfield 9,126,467 4,811 1,897"
) Norwalk °* '+26,827,961 . 14,293 1,877 -
? . New #uven 36,112,080 20,040 1,802
f. Chester 1,094,373 609 ° 1,797/
= Danbury 18,884,856 10,562 1,788
N " Essex . 1,525,944 879~ 1,736
= Suffield 3,445,204 1,988 1,733
: , Windsor- 8,484,489 4,953 1,713
: Bolton 1,349,220 796 1,695
Andover 842,184 504 11,671
, Middletown 9,903,846 5,934 1,669
Groton. 12,959,759 7,793 1,663
Glastonbury 6,684,992 . 5,596 1,552
Bristol 15,543,288 10,617 1,464
" Ansonia- " 4,306,176 3,024 ° 1,424
Salem L " 634,995 515 1,233
Tn Union K 119,288 104 1,147
v TOTAL © $233,510,778 128,807 $34,283

1Represents current operating expenses excluding transportation,

TR T ey
v ! . PN N
* " -

’

. " capital outlay and debt service. These, figures have been computed,
3 ' based on actual data for ADM and Net Current Expenditures per ADM.
¥ ) - 2 .

e

21n Connecticut!fier pupil refers to per ADM. h

S 2

Source: AFT Research Department calculations from data from Equity
and Excellence in Education, 1979; Connecticut State Board )
of Education. ' v

< reeh
»»»»»
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dispersed the districts are. In looking at how widespread the difference is =

4  betwéen the highest and lowest values, it is important to keep .in mind the @

relative size of the sample. For qg» sample, the rangef\e the difference between

the per pupil expendltures for New Canaan (the hlghesk value) and Union (the

lovest value): ‘g S~ ~—— .
. L 28k - S1AY @ $1137  Range ' \

i . P o
Given there are only 20 districts in our sample, the range is

~ Another wady to look dt the range is to examine the ratio A
gighest value and the lowest value. The rapge ratio for our amﬁle is 1.99 to
<1 or 2 to 1: -

:ﬁlaf‘; = —“‘1'199 or 1.99:1 Range Ratio « I .

..

The rangé ratio shows that Ne&,éanaanosﬁends almost ﬁwice as much on education
per pupil as does Union. The rafdge and range ratio are also used to show how o
closely tne summary measures of centralotendency represent the entjire saggle.
The measures of central téndency are the simple mean, the weighted mean,
‘and the median. - They are go called because they describe some central point or
value in the data. These measures are used to describe duffeﬁences by comparing
the1r valués with the actual values of individual dlstrlcts in the sample. For
‘example you may indicate how much a particular district varies from the average,
or-"you may choose to group the dlstrlcts by degree of var1ance fr?m the average,
IQF 31mp1e mean, or arithmetic average, is the most fam111ar method of La

summarizing data. The mean or average per pup11 expenditure in our sample is

$1{71% " This is found By dividing the sum of all districts' per'pupil\e:pendi-
tures by 20, the number of districté'in the sample. '

§§ﬁ§%§§ = $1,714 ¢ Simple Mean

»

As a measure of central tendency, the simple mean can be misleading if

4

there are wide differences in the number of pupils among districts, In computing

; the simple mean, we placed'equgl weight on each of the values. for per pupil

- mdedbM

expenditures, Which themselves represent "averages" of total expenditures :per
total ADM. Thus, some di tortion results fron\counting a per pupil expenditure
of $1,802 for New Haven wiith am ADM of 20,040 the same as a per pupil expendlture o

-5 of $1,797 for Chester with an ADM of 609 S .. . ..

This problem can be o

rgome by calculatlng;a welghted mean,or we;ghted

, -

% L. 40 -
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average which does account for the differences among districts in pupils.

_.The weighted average is found by dividing the total net current expenditures

for all districts by the total ADM for all districts: .
$233,510,778 _
¥E£29,2V,7/0 .
128,807 $1,813 Weighted Me?n

Thé égéigg is.the middle value when you érrange the values accordiﬁg to
éf;e. The per pupil expenditures in Table 9 have «been arranged by size from
the highest per pupil expenditure to the lowest. The median is the per pupil
expenditure that lies halfway between the district with the highest value and-
the district with the lowest value. As an example, in a distribution &igh an
odd number of values, saf 5, the, median is the middle or third value (1‘2 34 5).\
In our sample of 20 districts, the median is the value which divides the 20
districts into 2 equal parts. Thus, it lies midway between the 10th and 1llth
values -or between $1,733 (Suffield) and $1,713 (Windsor). The median‘is

o

compﬁted as follows:

s © 2

(1) $1,733 - $1,713 " _ 20 _ -
_ =20 - 9
. 2 2 .
(2) $1,713 + 10 = $1,723 Median ‘ 355

or (3) $1,733 - 10
A sdmmar& of the data on per pupil experditures for our 20 Connecticut

school &istrigts (Table 9) follows:

$1,723 . Median

t
~

Range:. - $1,137
Rahge Ratio: 1.99 : 1
| Simple Mean:. $1,714 - '
' Wéigﬁted Mean:.' $1,813 . )
" Median: $1,723 .
—_— , .
. .
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Exercises

' . .

¢

From Tabler 9 develop -a summary table, like the one on the precediné page,

for the following districts: . :
Wilton .

Chester .

Windsor.

Groton,

Ansonia

.
-
M ..
N . . N
. 3

2. Develop a squgfy table for Hartford, Norwalk, and New Haven. How does it

compare to the sample of 20 districts? - .

L
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Statéwide” Per Pupil Expenditure Disparities . N ‘%g\
The small sample of 20 districts has been used to illustrate how data, can }fé’

be summarized for the purpose of analyzing differences among districts' per o+

€ n, -

pupil expenditures. However, such a small sample cannot be very repregentative

3y .

of the entire state. ‘ R -

.

Table 10 shéws summary data for all 169 school districts in Connecticut.

H

i
- [}
Ry

k

c - d

TABLE 10 . - '

SUMMARY MEASURES OF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
169 CONNECTICUT SCHOOL DISTRICTS

-

Highest Spending District (West Hartford) $2,488 .,
N Lowest Spending District (Griswold) © - $1,014 )

*  Range | . $1,474 N
Range Ratio ) — 245 tol
Simple Mean’ . - . $1,570

- Median (Glastonbury) $1,552
b e T c,.

-
- I3

A? expected,'siﬁce’this sample is‘::f;er than the sample of 20 distficts, the
extreme values are greater, yielding a higher range and range ratio. In Connecticut
the highest spending district spends' two and one half times more an education per
pupil than, does tﬁe lowest spending district in 1977-78. ’

Another way of analyzing disparities is to look at the distribution of.per’ )
pupil ‘expenditures within the larger sample. Table 11 shows 1) the number and
percentage of school diétricés that fall within each of qix expenditure ranges;
and 2) the total ADM sérvgd by the districts in each spending.range; 30.2 ﬁer-
cent of the districts and 29 percent of the ADM lie within the middle range
$1400-1600. Clearly, ﬁore than 28 percent of the districts spend less than the )
average amount of §1,570 per pupil on educationa} services. This snggesf% that

more than 19 percent of the ADM,are,recéiving a less than average level of

+

* =

educational sexvice. A
Another way to show these differences is to present the information in

Tablé 11 graPhically..‘Figure 1 does this using a bar graph. You can see from

the graph that the greatest percentage of districts lie within the miééle range

Q . N € .
401~1600. , o 4s - -
! ) . o v
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DISTRIBUTION OF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR 1977-78

‘Percentage
of

Districts . .

*

169 CONNECTICUT SCHOOL DISTRICTS -
'1977-78 | . .
v Per Pypill Number of Percentage @ Number Percentage
. Expenditures Districts of Districts of ADM of ADM
$1,000-1, 200 12 7.1 . 15,560 2.6
1,201-1,400 35 20.7 87,896 14.7
© 1,401-1,600 s51° 30.2 173,890 29.0
1,601-1,800 44 26.0 5147,853 24,7
1,801-2,000 14 8.3 79,617 13.3
Above 2,000 13 7.7 94,667 15.8
TOTAL 169 100.0 599,483 - 100.0
1Per Pupil refers to per ADM, -
FIGURE 1

DISTRIBUTION OF PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR 1977-78
" 169 CONNECTICUT SCHOOL DISTRICTS

. 35

30
25
20
15

10

7.1

20.7

30.2

e © :
-MEAN PER PUPIL EXPENDITURE =

o

226. 0

$1,570

8.3

7.7

v

10

-

12

.14

1977 78 PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES -
J(Hundreds of $'s)

16

18

20

AFT Research Department calculations from data from Equity and Excellence

in Educatlon, 1979; Connecticut State. Boaﬁf of Education. »
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'GTB Student Nedéd-Factor ‘ . )

_ Inldeciding what is equitable in the distrisution of resources for‘education, '
"Connecticut has adopted the principle of different treatment for different student
needs. Th tudent need fact6?, incorporated in the GTB formula reflects this
principle by giving additionai‘state aid to districts with AFDC children. 1In
effect,: the factor compensates districts for the increased costs of providing
specially targeted educational services. The formula defines the student need
factor as total ADM plus one half the number of AFDC children (ADM + % AFDC): L
Since this factdr is an important element in the distribution of state aid, an
investigation of its effect has been included.

Tatle 12 shows the percentage increase in the student need count as a
result of adding in AFDC children for the small sample of 20 Connecticut school
districts. The districts are arranged in order from those haV1ng the largest
1ncrease to those with the smallest increase. The greatest percentage increase
in the sample is in Hartford, 36 4 percent, and the sma11es% increase is in
Salem, 0 2 percent. 'The average increase for the sample is é¥5 J_percent. From
looking at the table, 1t is clear that the districts are d16xﬂed into tw‘q\h
distinct groups. Those districts experiencing the greatest increase in stbdent
need count (Hartford, New Haven, Norwalk, Middletown, Danbury, Bristol) are the
‘1argest‘cities with population% in excess of 25,000, where significant numbers
of families receiving AFDC benefits are to be expected. Those districts
experiencing negligible increases, ranging from less than one percent to two
percent, are the small cities and towns. )

‘ An analysis of all 169 Connécticut school districts shows the percentage-
increase in student need count over total ADM ranges from a high or 36.4 percent
in Harthrd to a lowof 0.1 percent in Weston. Three districts, Roxpury, Scot-
land, and Warren show no increase in studentoneed count due to AFDC ch11dren.
The average increase for all districts is 3.4 percent. -

Table 13 shows the distribution of school districts by percent increase in
student\need count over ADM. Almost 54 percent of all districts had less than a
two percent increase in student need count over. tota1 ADM. Eighteen of the
twenty-nine districts w1th an 1ncrease greater than 5 percent.are large urban
d1str1cts with populations in excess of 25 000.. Thirteen of fhese 1arge city

districts actually had an increase in student need count ranging from 8 percent

.

to 36 percent.

JERIC 0 - . g5

o T - . .




TABLE 12

" STUDENT NEED FACTOR
*SAMPLE OF 20 CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS
:‘:’..'6. '

-

rd

PERCENT INCREASE

. TOTAL AFDC’  STUDENT NEED STUDENT NEED COUNT.

* DISTRICT ADM COUNT  (ADM + % AFDC) . OVER ADM
| . Hartford . 27,481 20,031 37,497 36.4
New Haven 20,040 13,497 26,789 33.7
Ansonia 3,024 622, 3,335 10.3
. Norwalk: 14,293 2,472 15,529 . 8.6
Middletovn 5,93 988 6,428 8.3
Danbury 105562 .« 1,460 1 : " 6.9
' Bristol 10,617 . . 1,313, - O 6.2
. Groton 7,793, . 738 4.7
‘ Essex ' . - , 2,2
2’ thster' ’ ’ R~ I ' 2.1

Windsor 1 . g 1.7

. suffield : 1.5

/. Wethersfield : 1.4

:f:'Glasfonbury . 5 , ' 1.4
:AAnd6ver . 1.2 '

- Boltomn . ) 1.0

‘ 5 . 0.9

0,2

«0.2

0.2

L4

%:AFI Research Department calculations from data from Equity
in Education, 1979;,Connecticu§ State Board of Education.
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TABLE 13

DISTRIBUTION OF PERCENT INCKEASES IN
STUDENT NEED. COUNT OVER) ADM
169 CONNECTICUT SCHOOL DESTRICTS -

% Increase in .
_Student Need Number of Percent Of
Count Over ADM Districts Districts

< 1,
1.0-1.
2.0-2.
3.0-3,
4.0~4.
.5.0-5.
6.0-6.
7.0-7.

> 8,

38 22.5
53 ' 3L
30 ' 17.8
10

g
3 - 1.8
15 . ~8.9
TOTAL- _ _ 169 | 100.1

Q W W W W W. WO W O

.
MmN

Source: AFT Research Department calculations from data from Equity and
Excellence in Education, 1979; Connecticut State Board.of
Education, ’ i
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Differences in District Wealth <

In the previous seétiqn, we examined the differences among school districts
. in the distribution of educational resources. Specifically, we looked at per
pupil eipen@itures and student Qeed counts. In'this section, we will look at

. differences‘ih district wealth-or the ébility to raiseweducational revenues.

~ Most states define district wealth as equalized property value per pupil.

Comnecticut defines district wealth as a function of equalized property value

and personal income. Recall that the formula for wealth, Adjusted Eqﬁalized Net

Grand List Per Capita, is:

ENGL X Town Per Capita Income
#'  Highest Town's Per Capita Income
- Town Population

AENGLC =




0§ u3-

- Table 14 shows the AENGLC for our small sample of 20 Connecticut districts, ™ *
arranged in order from the wealthiest district to the poorest district. The )
,wealthiest district in our sample is New Canaan with an AENGLC of $53,020 while

\ the poorest district is New Haven with an AENGLC of $5,001. The range ratio for

thls sample is 10.6 to 1. This tells us that New Canaan is more than* 10 times

wealthier than New Haven. The summary data for this sample follpws: \\\ ®

Wealthlest district: (New Canaan) $53,020
Poorest district: (New Haven) ) $ 5,001?
Range: . . v . $48,019
Range ratio: . ) 1Q.6:1
Simple mean: . ’\\\- $13,750
Weighted mean: - . $10,440
Median: . $11,046

As a qu1ck comparison, Table 15 shows the effect of def1n1ng wealth 1n

3

Connecticut on a per caplta bas1s vs. a per ADM basis. Table shows the
effect on def1n1ng wealth in Connecticut as AENGLC, taking into" consjideration
personal income vs. the trad1t1pna1 definition of wealth as equalized property
value (ENGL) per-ADM. 1In both tables, the 20 districts are arranged in order
from the wealthiest to the poorest district by AENGLC. The value of the alternative
wealth measures are given in the sgqcond column. The third. ’column represents the = -
new ranking of districts by wealth uslng the alternative measure. As you can.zee p
"’ by the tables, the def1n1t1on of wealth plays an 1mportant role‘in determ1n1ng\
‘the relative wealth of a d1str1ct and therefore its re1at1ve need for state aid.
" For a more accurate reflection of district wealth acrpss the state we will
again refer to data for all 169 Comnecticut school districts, Summary measures
for the 169 d1str1cts follow:
Wealthiest district: (New Canaan) $53,020
Poorest district: (Waterbury) $ 4,453
" Range: - . ' - $48,%67
Range.ratio: 11.9:1
Simple mean: - -, _ $12,756
Weighted mean: . ) .$11,881
Median: (Shelton) . . $10,403.
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TABLE 14 <

ADJUSTED EQUALIZED NET GRAND LIST PER CAPITA -

SAMPLE OF 20 CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS .

‘ » ,
DISTRI&T aeNaL! - 1975 POPULATION . ° AENGLC
New Canaan $ 949,157,712 17,902 $53,020
~ Wilton 570,038,690 14,830 38,438 -
Essex 95,335,286 * 5,166 18,454 -
Norwalk '1,092,136,800 ~ 76,688 14,241
‘Glastonbury 304,055,860 23,549 ° ° 12,912 .
. Danbur¥ 681,757,931 54,512 12,507
, Wethersfield * 332,249,225, - 27,281 12,179 .
Windsor " 287,509,867 26,932 - < 11,352 .
Suffield 104,032,631 9,311 . C11,173—
Union .. . 5,708,328 511 Lo
Salem 19,068,507 1,746 10,921 . M=
Middletown 425,443,9% B 39,694 10,718
Andover 19,441,325 2,100 © 9,258
. Bgi}on. - 36,587,286 4,161 L 8,793
Chester 27,633,218 3,283 8,417
L * Grotog 318,642,776 39,764 8,013
Bristol 298,997,279 58,560 6,813
Ansonia 121,859,804 20,461 956 .
flartford 783,653,970 138,152 5,672
.. -New Haven 634,292,945 126,845 5,00 -
" TorAL 7 7,197,603,466 |

689,448

.

et

1AENGL computed usiég figures for ENGL and town population taken from Equity"’
and Excellence in Educationy=Connectdcut Staté Board of Education; 1977,

pp. 31-36. 7% ‘ .
TN /T e ’
‘e 'Source: AFT Reseafch Depirtment calculations based on data from Equity and

, Excellence in Eddcation, Connecticut State Board of Education, 1979,
~ pp. 31-36. L .

C e
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TABLE 15

CONNECTICUT AENGLC VS. AENGL PER- ADM
SAMPLE OF 20 CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS

C)

T,

| . AENGL . RANKYBY

) DISTRI AENGLC PER ADM AENGL’ PER ’ADM
New Canaan §53,020° - .. $22§,053 " .
Wilton 38,438  — ;§§;Q§1 2 -
Essex ’%%i 18,454 o 108’&§9 3 ‘

" Norwalk —— W21 gy 76 /;r ., b
Glastonbury, 12,912 g? i 54 334 T 10 i
Danbury 12,507 64,548 )

Wethersfield 12,179 Iy 69,060 N 6 .

Windsor ' 11,352 _ 158,048 . 4¢é '
Suffield 115173, . 52,481 ’;&féaam “

Union 11,171 54,888 > 9

Salem 10,921 37,026 T o1
Middletown . 10,718 71,%96 5 .

_ Andover | 39,258 , 38,574 16- .

‘Bolton s, “@,79& ,' s 45.’:964‘. ~ 12 ‘ -
Chester .’ 87417 J,Q 45,373 13
Groton i °s q;% R 140,888 b, =

' Bristol - 6,813 ﬁi ; MV 58; g 17 ,
Ansonia "5,956" - uﬁo 298, iv 15 |
Hart ford : S.,672 -gjﬁ o‘a »28 516 . ;", 20 e s -
New Haven ». . 31 651 ey R 19 =

. | / : .
- l ' ' ..
Source: Aﬁ‘{l‘ Reseaﬁch Department calculations based” onata .from

e

Egultz %\ | &
Excellenceyln Education, 1979 Connecticut Stape Boaﬁi of Educat‘m . .
"29‘%?& :a i - \‘.
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TABLE 16
CONNECTICUT AENGLC VS. ENGL PER ADM

sippeto

: SAMPLE OF 20 CONNECTICUT DISBRICTS s,
; . o o . \
R ) : ENGL PER: - RANK BY “
& Drsmrrct AENGLC- . ADM ENGL PER ADM
6. ~New Canaan 53,000 - ©$237,205 - 1 P
 Wilton 38,438 , 178,725 4 ii
" Eesex 18,454 197,645 L2 '
. Norwalk  ° 14,241 151,915 5 N
4w  Gléstonbury 12,912 . 99,395 14
: Danbury 12,507 143,463 6
;- .Wethersfield: 12,179 127,231 ‘
_- "~ Windsor ' 11,352 . 120,710 .
- ‘Suffield 11,173 110,432 11 ‘
{7 Onion - . 11,171, 141,200 7
: Salem 10,921 81,926 - = 18
E?' Middletown 10,718 181,050 . 3w
é§ « Andover 9,258 76,704 Zqu
3 Bolton - 8,793 94,582 ‘15
Chester  ~ '  g,4l7 116,047 10
‘Groton - . 8,013 100,212 13 -
Bristol . 6,813 90,588 16 L
U, Ansonia'. - 5,956, ° 100,603 12 " '
“ Hartford 5,672 : 87,361 119 ) '
" New Haven 5,001 84,990 17
, - L {

-

4v o -

o —Source:- AFT Research Department calculations based on data from Equity a
. . Excellence in Education, 1979; Connecticut State Board of Educatidm.

r
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Table 17 and Figure 2 show the distribution of AENGLC across all sehool,n
d1str1cts Keeping in mind Ehe values of the simple mean, weighted mean, and
med1an, about 25% of the d1str1cts fall within the range of central tendency,
the $10,000~-$14,000 wealth range, 47.9 percent of the districts fall below the

. average wealth range; and 27.2 percent lie above the range.

Another way to lookwat the differences in district wealth is to rank the
districts by deciles in order.,of size. Deciles divide a distribution into 10,
subdivisions, with each subdivision having an approximately equal number of
.districts. Within our samﬁle, each subdivision will have 17 districts with
the exception of the highest decile. This will have 16 distf}cts. Table 18
shows the distribution of district AENGLC by deciles.

Again, this table shows a wide difference among districts in wealth,
‘AENGLC. If we eliminate the extreme values and consider only the values at the
90th percentile ($24,001) and the'10th percentile ($5,505) we find the range to
be considerably smaller. Our new range is 4.4 to 1 as compared to 11.9 to 1
(for all 169 districts). The simple mean and weighted mean ($12, 756/$11 881)
both fall within the seventh percentile.

TABLE 17 $

DISTRIBUTION OFfAENGLC
169 CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS

~
]

- AENGLC © " NUMBER OF PERCENT OF
- ($) DISTRICTS DISTRICTS
4,000- 6,000 24 % 14.2
6,001~ 8,000 36 o 21.3 .
8,001-10,000 21__‘ ' 12.4 ﬂt“,/J
10,001-12,000 , 30 17.8
: 12,001-14,000 12 7.1
14,001-16,000 11 - 6.5
16,001-18,000 4 g . 2.4
18,001~20,000 10 5.9
> 20,000 ) 21, ‘ 12.4 ’
TOTAL . f\‘~ " 169 100.0

“«
«

Source: AFT Research Department calculations from jata from
Equity and Excellence in Education, 1979 Connecticut
State Board of Education. .

RIG=— 52




a ~48- .
. /
-~ FIGURE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF AENGLC
169 CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS .

Wr
24 e
)|
: 22 _ v °

, PERCENT - ", 21.3 . A \

+  OF 20 ' .

DISTRICTS . ' . ' S

e 18 ’ 17.8 . ] '
. 16 4. 3 :
| SR e S 20 BT SR
S 1o- |12, N , 12.4
: ' : ‘ S
P : . |
_; 10 . '
4 [N , - l
3 8 Z,l '
: 6.5 !
; 6 5.9 P
: f
; . &4 ‘
, 2.4 !

-2 B ]

6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20
(thousands of $'s)
AENGLC

Sourgei AFT Research Department calculations based on data from Equity and '
Excellence in Education, 1979; Connecticut State Board of Education.
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¥ TABLE 18 - . - S
| . = AVERAGE AENGLC BY DECILES . - RS
P _ 169 CONNEGTICUT DISTRICTS | '
EoL ¢ . MAXIMUM - MINIMUM MEAN
DECILE © VALEE - VALUE VALUE
Y - 10 53,020 - 24,958 © 35,265 - ,
- 9 .| 2,001 16,535 19,97
: " 8 - .. 16,078 13,757 14,867
! 7, . 13,630, 11,250 11,619
6 11,196 " 10,588 10,939
5 10,403 8,417 - 9455 _
' 4, 8,356 - 7,678 ° . 7,974 . L
® - L 7,631 6,508 7,050 e
S 2 6,426 5,672 6,042 .
C 1 5,505 ¢ - 4,453 5,114

‘e . H
. -

Source: AFT Research Department éalculatrons based dn data
from.Equity and Excellence in Education, 1979;
- Connecticut State Board of Educatron.

o, . i

j

Differences in Tax Effort /

[

Under the Connectlcut GTB formula, ,he {evel of educatlonal spend1ng w1th1n

~a d18tr1ct is directly dependent upon 10ca1 effort or willingness to pay. Since

v

zf, each district is effectively guaranteed the same tax base, through state aid, the

unt of revenue a didtrict raises fqr educat1on depénds on. the school tax rate

evies. In thlB sectlon we w111 examlne the d1fferences in school tax effort.
eep in nund that wh11e the Connectrcut state a1d formula tekes into consideration
{‘perso al income, it is stil}l drfflcult for low wea1th or low income districts to
levy high school tax ratesukaven though by 1evy1ng a h1gh tax rate, a low income
d13tr1ct recelves more state aid thereby 1ncrea81ng its revenues, that high tax
rate still represents a greater burden for the low income d1str1ct than for the
':hrgher income district. o “-g. :o : ) S
Table 19 shows the school tax raté for our small sample of 20 Connecticut
school d18tr1cts. , The dlstrlcts are arranged in order from the district with -

the hlghest tax rdte to the 1owest‘an.rhte. The highest' district in this
\)‘ LR o BN B . o » . -

R gl
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. TABLE 19 }
" SCHOOL TAX RATES FOR 1979 GTB FORMULA :
- SAvMPLE' OF 20 CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS d
. . . . X . I < ‘
_ L . DISTRICT - [ SCHOOL TAX RATEr {MILLS)
N . Hartford . - 47.67
! Andover . 32,77
New Haven - - 32,67
ﬂ ‘Chest:er . . ‘M31.27
Groton ) . 29.32 .
. Bolton . ‘ 28.12 -
+ . - Salem o 7 27.64 ,
IR Bristol L2658, ..
o suffield ST 2583 -
SN . Ansonia’ S ..k
. Windsor e/ " 23.31
c _ Glas tonbyry . " o21.58
“ . ’ Wethersfield _’ ’ i “21.36
N Dambury - o ‘19.80 -
- - Middletowm 1815
Norwalk & K o L17.56.¢
. Union - : ‘ ©o17.13
i o Wilton: R 1261 ‘
Essex ) o - © 12,58 b
B T ' New Canaan - 8.67
S : - « ,
= Source: AFT Reseérch Department calculations based ong .
: data from Equity and Excellence in Education,
. h '1979; Connecticut State Board of Education.
- : . ..
..
o S5 - .
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i'- sample, Hartford, has a tax rate of 47.67 mills ggomill is a tax rate of $1.00
per $1,000 of property value). The lowest district in the sample, New Canaan,
has a tax rate of 8.67 mills. The simple mean for this sample is 23.95 mills’

i and the median is 23.88 mills. - R . ) v e

Tabié‘20 shows the distribution oE school tax rates for all 169 Connec;{Fut'

school districts. The summary measures for the school tax rate data follows:

Highest tax rate ﬁEastford) o 49.91
Lovest tax rate (Greenwich) « 6.95
' Range A " 43,26 o
Range ratio 7.5:1 .
Mean o 24.71
Median 25.05

-

You can see from the summary megsures and Table 20 that therxe is a wide
variance among districts in tax effort. Twenty percent of the districts fall
within the interval for the mean and median values. ' Nearly thirty percent tax

below the mean level. Figure 3 shows this distribution graphically.

’

. TABLE 20 - ‘
DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL TAX RATES
169 CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS .
" SCHOOL TAX RATE " NUMBER OF PERCENT OF
<\\ (mills) DISTRICTS DISTRICTS . -
L Under 10.00 7 4§
, 3 10.00-15.00+ 22 13.0
C : 15.01-20.00° 21 - 12.4 5
20.01-25.00 34 20.1
g = . .
| 25.01-30.00 39 23.1
; 30.01-35.00 T 14.2
R 35.01-40.00 16 9.5
' Above 40.00 6 . 3.6
| ) TOTAL 169 . 100.0
. ‘Sourc&: AFT Research Department célculations based
t . on data from Equity and Excellence in Education,
. "~ 1979; Connecticut State Board of Education. . .
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Comparing Wealth with Educational Services

The preceding sections examined the differences among school districts
in educational expenditures per ADM, student need.: counts, AENGLC, and 5chool
tax rates. Thls section will compare some of ‘these differences to determlne if
there are any. relatlonshlps 3uggested between dlstrlct wealth or ability to
ra1se revenues, and the level of educatlonal services provided. . 5
Table 21 ghows the dlstrlbutlons of measures of district wealth versus
measures of educat10na1 gpendifig. In looking at thlS table, it is dlfflcult
to determine if any definite patterns are emerging from the data. To help
summarlze the data so that it may be more easily analyzed, we have drawn upon
a technlque introduced earlier in the sectlon op Difference in Dlstrlct Wealtht
The data in Table 21 has been grouped by quintiles, each quintile contalnlng _
4 values. Quintiles, rather than deciles, were chosen because of the smallness
of the sample. For each of the categories within a quintile, the mean value has

been computed.

>,

Table 22 shows the Summary of Measures pf Ability #o Pay versus Educational

. Expendltures and State A1d Some definite patterns do, emerge from this table.
Across the 20 districts, per ADM expenditures generally increase as AENGLC
1ncreases This pattern is interrupted in the 3rd quintile which has a lower
per”ADM.expenditure than expected This kind of inconsistency does occur in )
small sample data.

Mean school tax rates vary inversely as d1str1ct wealth, AEJGLC, increases.
This means as dlstrlct wealth 1ncreases, school tax rates decrease. This pattern
follows the general expectatron that poorer districts must often tax themselves
at substantlally higher rates than wealthy districts to raise a reasonable
level of revenue ‘When these flgures are cempared with the per ADM expenditures,

‘we find that wh11e poorer districts are willing ‘to tax tHemselves at relatively
h1gh rates $ they are still unable to raise sufficient revenues to provide a per
‘ADM expenditure comparable to that of a wealthier district.

Per ADM GTB grants also vary inversely as district wealth 1ncreases For -
state aid’ to. be equalized, this general pattern should be evident.

Table 23 shows a. sLmllar distribution of Summary Measures of Ability to Pay .
Versus Educatlonal Expendltures and State. Aid for our larger sample of all 169
Lonnecticut school districts, In this ‘table, the data has been grouped by

"~ deciles (10 groups)., Each dec11e represents 17 *distriect values with the exception

58

.
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e ) TABLE 21 R
- - COMPARISON OF DISTRICT WEALTH, EXPENDITURES, .
TAX RATE, STATE AID -
SAMPLE OF 20 CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS ° .
S
i PER ADM .
m, , PER ADM SCHOOL GTB AID ’
DISTRICT AENGLC EXPENDITURES TAX RATE (FULLY IMPLEMENTED)
New Canaan 53,020 2,284 " 8.67 | 250
wilton 18,438 2,038 . 12.61 250
Essex 18,454 . 1,736 12,58 250
Norwalk 14,241 1,877 17.56 323
Glastonbury 12,912 1,552 21.58 403
. Danbury 12,507 1,788 19.80 399
- Wethersfield 12,179 1,897 21.36 - 415
Windsor 11,352 1,113 ) 23.31 469
Suffield 11,173 1,733 = ° 25.83 529
- Union 11,171 1,147 17.13 349
Salem 10,921 1,233 27.64 565
Middletown 10,718 1,669 18.15 405
X Andover 9,258 Le7 32.77 732
: Bolton . 8,793 1,695 }28.12 640
Chedter 8,417 1,797 - 31.27 ¥ e
Groton 8,013 1,663 29.32 716
Bristol 6,813 1,464 26.58 692
. Agsonia . 5,956 1,424 - < 24,44 684
Hartford 5,672 2,100 47.67 1,669
New Haven 5,001 1,802 32,67 1,150
N ::{ ’ , «
. e N L e
| Source: AFT Research Department calculations based on data, from Equity and
Excellence in Education, 1979; Connecticut State Board of Education.
} X )
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TABLE 22

, ' SUMMARY MEASURES OF ABILITY TO

PAY VERSUS EDUCATIONAL EXPENDLTURES -
AN

AND. STATE. ATD

/

. SAMPLE DF 20 CONNECTTEUT  DISTRICTS.

F

!

. * .
o < - - MEAN ' MEAN PER ADM
) D MEAN  * MEAN PER ADM SCHOOL TAX . GTB GRANT
QUINTILE AENGLC EXPENDITURES RATE (FULLY IMPLEMENTED)
1 $31,038 -  $1,984 © 12.86 $ 268
2 12,238 "1,738 ~ 21.51 432
3 10,996 T 1,446 22.19 467
4 8,620 1,707 . 30.37 705 ;
5 5,861 1,69}: X 328 ‘ 1,049,
TABLE 23.
SUMMARY MEASURES OF ABILITY .TO PAY .
" VERSUS EDUCATIONAL EXPENDITURES AND STATE AID
- 169, CONNECTICUT DISTRICTS
: - : ' - MEAN " MEAN PER ADM
MEAN MEAN PER -ADM . -SCHOOL TAX GTB GRANT
_ DECILE AENGLC EXPENDITURES | RATE (FULLY IMPLEMENTED)
10 $35,265 $1,971 ( 10.62 $256
9t 19,967 1,785, 14:13 . 259
8 14,867 1;622 — 19270 334
-7 11,619 1,612 21.17 426 .
6. 10,939 1,547 T 24,56 514 '
5 9,455 1,517 26.97 605 _
A L %7,974 - 1,466 30.86 740
3 7,050 © 1,349 29.86 749 o
2 6,042 1, 33.19 949 .
1 5,114 1,417 34,07 982
Source:

Excellence in Education

\
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AFT{Research Department calculations based on data from Equity and
» 1979; Conmecticut State Board of Education.
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of the 10th decile which represents 16 district values.

e . . In this table, we see the same basic‘pagterns emerging ;s Iﬁ\the smaller
sample. Aeross all. districts; per ADM expenditures increase directly as AENGLC
increases. The mean per ADM expenditure in the highest hecile is 1.4 times the

'mean per pupil expenditure in the lowest decile.

) Again mean school tax rates for each deéile vary inversely as AENGLC increases.
This pattern shéws'thé poorer districts tdxing'tﬁeﬁselves at rates substantially
highéf than those for wealthy districts. .The mean tg§ rate in the first decile
is 3 times the school tax rate in the tenth décile. Despite the éubstan;ially
higher tax rates, the poqfer districts are still unable to generate a level of
educational spending comparable to that of the wealthy districts.

Keep in mind, as we make these comparisons that the per ADM expenditures '
and school tax rates reflect data which are two years old: (figureé for net
current local ‘educational expendi;ﬁres are taken for two years prior to the -
grant year). As the new Cannecticut ,GTB formula takes e%fgpt, we mighé?expect
to see some equalizigg of school tax rates. .Since all districts wiil Sé guaranteed
a iglatively high tax base (equal to that of the 9th wealthiest district), it.will

k no longer be necessary for poorer districts to levy.high tax rates to compensate

« N for their low wealth base. ka&her,téx rates should more closely reflect the

_desire of districts to offer a given level of educational services.

Finally, state aid varies inversely as AENGLC increases. Thie: is to be
éxpected. As the GTB formula is designed to achieve equity in the raising of
educatioggl reveﬁueh, state aid should be distributed in a .manner such that

B poorer districts réceive gfeéter amounts of aid. You can see from the table that

‘ districts in the first decile receive\giéaﬁx 4 times (3,8) the‘amount of state

"aid as do districts in the tepth decile. In fact, districts in the ninth .and
tenth decile receive on the average only a little more state aid than 1s guaranteed
to them by the $250 save-harmless provision (to be phased out in the”future).

A cautionary note, while the data presented in these tables illustrate con-
siderable differenceg among districts in local capacity to support education and

N in educétiq&gl Spending, the tables are not meant to imply that the new Connecticut,
GTB formula is ineffective. Rather this chapter has been presented to a%d the

/ +student of public policy in understanding how a school finance policy might be -
analyzed. Indeed, while thg'data presented in these tables represent the figures
(as of July 1979)‘that will be used in the formula-for calculaéing state aid for

61
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,1979-80, the data is from the first year of 1mp1ementat1on of the new formula.

S1nce full fund1ng of the ney formula is not scheduled until 1984, the true

' equa11z1ng effect of the GTB formula cannot be accurately considered until some

time after 1984, If any conclusion is drawn from the tables in this chapter,
it would be that there is data support. for deve10p1ng the new GTB formula. For
any long term p011cy recommendations it is suggested that analyses, similar to
the one presented in this chapter be undertakeéggzveral years hence and even -

later after full funding of the program.
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. APPENDIX A ' T
FORMULA ENTITLEMENTS PRIOR TO FULL FUNDING - -
.Full funding for the Guaranteed Tax Base Formula is Eg be phased in over
“a- five-year basis, beg1nn1ng July 1, 1979. The Connectlcut law (P.A. 79-128)
specifies ‘that' the state will approprlate 56% of the full costs of fuypding the
GTB formula in fiscal year 1980 (FY 80); 67% of full “funding in FY 81; 78% in

FY 82; 89% in FY 83; and 100% of costs on full fundlng in FY 84 and every year
thereafter. 2 ‘ 7

<

During the phase-in perlod eduallzlng state aid w111 .be distributed to
towns based on a percentage of the ﬂlfference between a town s current state
genefal aid, and its full funding ent1t1ement for the grant year, As an example,
state aid per pup11 for FY 80 (pupil = ADM) will equal FY 79 stdte aid per

_pupll plus or minus a percentage of the difference. between»FY 79 state aid per

'pupll and the full entltkement foxr FY 80 state aid per pup11

. 8 . k
- FY 80 Actual _ = FY 79 Aid Per Pupil + NX (Fy’ 80 Aid Per Pup11 - FY 79 Aid Per Pupll)
(Aid Per Pup11

« = The percentage of the dlfference N%, is determlned by d1v1d1ng the dlfference

£etween the total appropriation for general ‘state aid for FY 80 and the total
pproprlatlon for general state aid for FY Z9'by the difference between fu11

fundlng for FY 80 and the total approprlatlon “for general state aid ‘for FY 79

. .,
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APPENDIX B . |
! ANSWERS TO EXERCISES
' " ~
Exercises on AENGLC ’ ' . :
1. Canterbury . o T ¢
: - _ 56,603,052 _ 4,323 ;
: - .+ AENGLC 3,174 11,406
= 17,833 X 0.379 , )

o i = 86,759 B i ‘ i'

‘2, Goshen

k AENGLC = 07:665,912 _ 5,260

~1,637 11,404

41,335 X.0.461 N T
$19,055 L

»

-
.

70,171,648 _ 8,010 :
1,368 11,404 .

~= 51,295 X 0.702

e AENGLC =

[}

- = $36,009 : " e e
L Exercises on GTB Grant _ ‘
- 1. GTB Aid = (30,000. - 15,0000 X 0.020 ‘X 175 .
i , = $52,500 : L ‘

. Lo 52,500¢ . .- S

' Aid Per Pup11 .‘ W =, $350 . ' &
- ’ 3 -‘L - R A (: - . .
: 2. GTB Aid = (30,000 - 10,000)' X 0.030 X 175
: ' =" §105,000 :
ST T 8700 pes pupil - . R
‘- 4 T '

/";. 3..GTB Aid = (30,000 - 10/000) X .020 X 171
2 = 468,400 . .. T
. . T = 8468 per pupil : ) P
o e I RE— e
4‘” i | . . - . P ) . , + - 64
- ’ ’ ’ -
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) Exercisge$ .on GTB Formula . :
Y 1 Norwalk’ o i ‘ g
A . Student Need =. 14,293 # % (2,472) i

A ~ o= 14,239 + 1236

:=7f*” o . ©= 15,529 . .
' GTB Aid "= (31,33 - 14,241) X .01736 X 15,529

= 17,093 X .01756 X 15,529 '

= $4,661,077

: : .. $4,661,077 , Lt
_ GTB Aid/Pupil = 14,793
. = $326 ) .
- ‘ :
o '
2. Hartfgrd . _
i : Student Need = 27.,481. + ¥ 1(20,031)
S N £ = 37,497
: o _ GTB Aid. = (31,33¢ - 5,672) X .04767 X 37,497
o ' " = 25,662 X .04767 X 27,497 o
; ' = $45,870,363 L
‘- . ..+ J._ $45,870,363
. Aid/Pupil y 28,481
Eﬁif :_ — - .= $1;,669 .. -w’ 5 )
) " 3. Darien ) , .

- " . GTB Aid = 4,739 X "250 " (Save Harmless)
- ‘ = $1,184,750 , ’ i
g .. Aid/Pupil = $2507 '
" 4. salem
: e ' GTB Aid = (31,33 - 10,921) X .02764 X 516
S T ) = 20,413 X .02764 X 516
£ S : o = " $291,135 —

’ Ajd/Pupil © = $565 ’ -
7.8, QOVENMINT PNINTING OFFICE: _1981-0-710-205/2225 ) ) ’ ’
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